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REMARKS 

Claims 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-6, 9-13, 15, 16, 18 and 21-41 and objected to 
claims 7, 8, 14, 17, 19 and 20 By this amendment, claim 1 has been amended by the 
addition of subject matter from former claims 5 and 6 Former claims 5 and 6 have been 
cancelled. Therefore, claims 1-4 and 7-41 are pending in the application 

Claim 1 has been amended to include the limitation from former claim 5 that the 
r atio of the r efr active index of the diffuser particles to the refr active index of the cor e 
equals 1 -f ji, and that ji has variance over a wavelength range of the one or mor e light 
sources specified in claim 1. Claim 1 further includes a range limitation for the value of 

, namely that 0 010 <|^j < 0 035 at the average wavelength of the one or more light 
sources Basis for these amendments can be found, for example, in claims 5 and 6 and in 
the second paragraph on page 17 of the specification. 

With reference to page 2 of the Office Action, claim 33 has been amended o 
include a period ( ) at the end of the claim Claims 2 and 3 have been amended to remove 
terms that could be construed as being indefinite and Claim 15 has been amended for 
clarity The dependencies of Claims 7, 8, 18 and 19 have been amended in view of the 
cancellation of claims 5 and 6, 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
With reference to page 2 and 3 of the Office Action, claims 1, 4-6, 9, 16, 21-23, 
33 and 38 were rejected under' 35 U,S,C 102 (b) as being anticipated by U S . Patent 
5,117,472 to Blylerlr. etal. 
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As the Examiner acknowledges in the first paragraph on page 3 of the Office 
Action, Blyler Jr. et al teaches a value of \x = 0. 0096. The Applicant notes that the 
paragraph spanning columns 4 and 5 of Blyler Jr et al, also teaches a value of (i = 
0. 0439, However, there is no disclosure or suggestion in Blyler Jr et al that 0 010 <\[i\ 
< 0 ,035 at the average wavelength of the one or more light sour ces as specified in 
amended Claim 1 In contrast, Blyler Jr. et al teaches a value of p outside both ends of 
the range specified in Claim 1 . Therefore, Claim 1 and the remaining claims dependent 
thereon cannot be anticipated by Blyler Jr. et al alone. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
With reference to page 3-6 of the Office Action, claims 2, 3, 11-13, 15, 18, 24-32, 
34-37 and 39-41 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Blyler 
Jr et al . or unpatentable over Blyler Jr . et al in view of U S Patent 4,466,697 to Daniel , 

Daniel makes no disclosure or suggestion of the range of specified in amended 
Claim 1., With reference to the foregoing, since Blyler 1 Ji . et al, also fails to teach or 
suggest the range specified for' |n| as recited in Claim 1, the combination of Blyler Jr et 
al and Daniel cannot render the pr esent invention as recited in Claim 1 obvious to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art 

With reference to paragr aph 8 on page 6 of the Office Action, the Examiner 
recognizes that none of the relevant prior art teaches or suggests the particular values for 
jr recited in claims 7 and 8, namely ^ = 0 018 and 0 011 at a wavelength of 568nm. 
However, in light of the range of values recited for ji in the specification, namely < 0 ,035 
as recited, for 1 example, in former Claim 6 and >0 010 as recited, for example, in the 
second paragraph on page 17 of the specification, the Applicant is entitled to specify a 
r ange for the value of p. to adequately pr otect then invention as supported by the 
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specification . The Applicant is also entitled to specify an average wavelength in Claim 1 
as supported by the specification and to further particularize the wavelength as recited in 
Claims 7 and 8 



Conclusion 

In light of the above amendments and remarks, it is submitted that Claim 1 and 
Claims 2-4 and 7-41 dependent thereon are neither' anticipated nor rendered obvious by 
the prior art of record and that the application is now in condition for allowance. 
Reconsideration and allowance of the application is courteously solicited 

Respectfully submitted, 



BUCKINGHAM, DOOLITTLE & BURROUGHS, LLP 
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